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REMARKS 


The Applicants do not believe that entry of the foregoing response will result in 
the introduction of flew matter into the present application Ibr invention. Therefore, the 
Applicant respectfully, request that ihc above amendment be entered in and that the 
claims to the present application, kindly, be reconsidered. 

The Office Action dated Final Office Action dated June 9, 2004 has been 
received and considered by the Applicants. Claims 1 -20 are pending in the present 
application for invention. Claims 1-20 arc rejected by the June 9, 2004 Final Office 
Action. Claim 1 8 is objected to by the Examiner. The Examiner's suggestion for 
replacing "is" with "are" in line 1 of Claim 16 has been accomplished by the foregoing 
amendment to the claims. 

The Final Office Action states that Claims 1 -2, 4-1 0. and 12-14 are rejected under 
the provisions of 55 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,191,889 
issued to Maruyama (hereinafter referred to as Mnruy ama). The Applicants, respectfully, 
point out that the Final Office Action presents arguments that Claims 15, 16, 18 and 19 
are anticipated by Ma ravnma . Accordingly, the Applicants view this rejection as being a 
rejection of Claims 1-2,4-10, 12-14 15, 16, 18and 19 under the provisions of 35 U.S.C. 
§102(e) as being anticipated by Maruvama . The Examiner states that Maruyama 
discloses all the recited elements of the rejected claims. The Applicants, rcspectroUy, 
disagree. Maruv ama discloses a diffraction grating and the rejected claims do doI recite a 
diffraction grating. The present invention recites ti phase structure made of a material 
having temperature-dependent properties and resulting in a non-periodic pattern of 
optical paths for the radiation beam. The cited reference, Maruyama, discloses a 
diffraction grating. There is no disclosure, or suggestion within M arayama for a phase 
structure as recited by the rejected claims. The diffraction, grating taught by Mj^ama is 
formed as a saw tooth pattern. The claims recite a phase structure that is more 
roctaugular in shape. Accordingly, Ihc Applicants respectfully submit that even a very 
broad reading of Maruvama does not read od the claims. 

Regarding Claim 1 , the Examiner states that Maruv ama discloses an optical head for 
scanning an optical record carrier having an information layer (Col. 1, lines 5-10), the head 
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comprise a radiation source for generating a radiation beam (Col. 2, lines 7-10), an optical 
system for converging tbe radiation beam to a focus on the information layer along an optical 
axis (Figs. 1A-1B, element 10 and Col, 4 lines 28-30). 

The Examiner further states that Maruvama discloses thai the optical system imparting a 
Icmperature-dL-pcndent first wavefront deviation to the radiation beam (Col. 1, lines 16-24). The 
Applicants, respectfully, point out that Col. 1, lines 16-24 ol'MaOJ^ discuss a probletn that 
exist with the prior art using plastic lens whereby the refractive index decreases with increasing 
temperature crating an overcorrection in spherical aberrations and a resulting increase in wave 
front aberration. There is no disclosure within Maruvama for an optical system that imparts a 
temperature-dependent first wavefront deviation to the radiation beam. 

The Examiner further states that Mamyania discloses a compensator arranged in the 
radiation beam for compensating the first wavefront deviation (Figs. 1A-1 C, clement 11). The 
Applicants would like to draw attention to tbe discussion within Maruvama on Col. 4, lines 5 1- 
59, wherein it is staled that the refractive lens changes the spherical aberration in the 
ovcrcorrected direction. Maruvama does not disclose or teach an optical system that imparts a 
temperature-dependent first wavefront deviation to the radiation beam. 

The Examiner farther states that Maruvama discloses a phase structure of a material 
having tcmpaarure-dependunt properties, the phase structure having the form of a plurality of 
annular areas fonning a non-periodic pattern of optical paths of diff erent, temperature-dependent 
lengths in Fig. 1C and Col. 1 , lines 66-67. The Applicant*, rcspectfmly, point out that the cited 
portion of Maruvama discloses a diflractive grating having aplurality of concentric ring-shaed 
steps. There is no disclosure or suggestion within Maniyarna for a phase structure having a 
plurality of annular areas tbrming a non-periodic pattern of optical oaths of different, 
temperature-dependent lengths. 

The Examiner further states Lhat Maruvama discloses that the optical paths form a second 
wavefront deviation compensating the temperature-dependent first wavefront deviation at Col. 1 , 
lines 10-17 and Col. 4, lines 51-59. The Applicants, respectfully point out that Col. 1, lines 10- 
17 of Maruvama discloses only that a plastic lens can have a disadvantage due to heat. Col. 4, 
lines 5 1 -59 of Maruvama discloses the refractive lens changes the spherical aberration in the 
ovcrcorrected direction with temperature increases and that the diffractive grating changes the 
spherical aberration in the under-corrected direction compensating for the change in the 
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overcorrected direction. Note, that there is no disclosure or suggestion of a non-periodic pattern 
of optical paths of different, temperature-dependent lengths that form a second waveftoat 
deviation compensating for the first waveliunt deviation. The changes discussed in Maruyama 
are strictly refractive and there is no disclosure or suggestion for a non-periodic pattern of optical 
paths of different. 

Additionally, the Examiner states that Maruvama discloses that the annular areas each 
have a width measured radially from the optical axis in Fig. 1 A and a consistent height measured 
along the optical axis in Fig. 1C. The Examiner states thai the annular areas are inherently 
measured radially from the optical axis. The Examiner further states that the height of each 
annular area measured in along the optical axis is consistent in the circumferential direction. The 
Applicants must point out that this statement is clearly not true. The diffraction gratings shown 
in Fig. 1C of Maruvama clearly do not have consistent heights as recites by rejected Claiml. 
each of the diffraction gating within Maruvama have inconsistent heights measured along the 
optical axis. Therefore, due to the numerous aforementioned differences between rejected Claim 
1 and the disclosure of Maruvama, the rejection of Claim 1 is respectfully, traversed. 

Regarding Claim 2, the Examiner states that Maruvama discloses that the optical system 
comprises an objective system imparling a spherical aberration as the first wavefront deviation to 
the radiation beam at Col. 4, lines 51-53. The Applicants, respectfully, disagree. This portion 
of Maruvama discloses that the refractive lens and the diflractivc grating change existing 
spherical aberrations not that the objective system imparts a spherical aberration. Accordingly, 
this rejection is, respectfully, traversed. 

Regarding Claim 4, the Examiner states that M aruvama discloses that the differences 
between the optical paths are multiples of the wavelengths of the radiation beam for at Jcatf one 
temperature at Col. 4, lines 63-64. The Applicants, respectfully, disagree. This portion of 
Maruvama discloses that an additional optical path is added by the diffractive grating. Rejected 
Claim 4 defines subject matter iur differences in the optical paths that arc formed from the phase 
structure that are multiples of the wavelength of the radiation beam. The function <D(h) that the 
Examiner refers to represents an optical path difference between an imaginary ray that is 
assumed not to be diffracted by the grating and an actual ray that is diffracted (see Col. 4, linc67 
through Col. 5, line 4 of Maruyam aX There is no disclosure or suggestion so within Maruyaipa 
to create a phase structure with annular areas that are optical paths formed that are multiples of 
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wave^b of the radiate. Mc^vcr.^i^disd^or^.ionsow^n 

^M. „« an pa* to i3 Mde. b, *« diCfn^vo gnab* and . i 

^ ftc »pncal pate formed by d. annular « Accordingb-. Una r^Uon . 

respectfully, traversed. 

Regarding Claim 6, the Examiner s *tes thai MM* Closes that the temperature- 
dependence of the first wave/root deviation is due to me t^pcrature dependence ot th. 
v^velengthofthc radiation beam ^^^t^^^^*^ 1 ^ 
Applet, respectfully, disagree. Col. 4,lir,e.s4M6 of ito^a discloses that the 

wavdeagthofthelaser increases ^wuv^Tt***^*^^* 

^ectsd Claim 6 is formed from the optical system. Accordingly, this rejection is respcet&Uy 

traversed. 

Regard Claim 7, the Examiner states that Maruyama discloses a device for scanning an 
optical record carrier having an information layer, the device comprising an optical head 
according to Claim 1 and an informaUon processing unit for error correction at Col. 5, lines 
57-6-4 Claim 7 depends from Claim 1 and further narrows and defines Claim 1. Claxm 1 as 
previously discussed is believed to be allowable, therefore, Claim 7 is also believed to be 
allowable. 

Regarding Claim tf, the Examiner states that M> discloses me sub j ect matter 
defined by rejected Claim 8. The Applicants respectfully disagree. The Examiner further 
states that Maruv aina discloses a compensator arranged in the radiation beam for compensating 
the first wavefrmu deviation (Figs. 1 A-IC, clement 1 1 ). The Applicants would like to draw 
attention u> the discussion wilhin iVtaruvama on CoL 4, lines 51-59, wherein it is stated that the 
refractive lens changes the spherical aberration in the overcorrected direction. Mflnryama does 


Serial No. 09/914,092 8 

PAGE 9/17 * RCVD AT 9/1/2004 1 1:47:1 1 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] * 8VR:USPT0€FXRF-1/1 * DNIS:8729306 * CS!D:15853819983 ' DURATION (mm-ss): 08-54 


■SEP-1-2004 11 : 49P FROM: leimbach 15853819983 TO: 17038729306 P: 10^17 


not disclose ot teach an optical system that imparts a tcmrxraturc-dcpcndent first wavefront 
deviation to the radiation beam. 

The Examiner states that Maruvarna discloses that the optical system imparting a 
tcinpcralure-dependenl first wavefront deviation to the radiation beam (Col. I, lines 16-24). The 
Applicants, respectfully, point out that Col. 1, lines 16-24 of Maruvarna discuss a problem that 
exist with the prior art using plastic lens whereby the refractive index decreases with increasing 
temperature crating an overcorrection in spherical aberrations and a resulting increase in wave 
front aberration. There is no disclosure within Maruvarna for an optical system that imparls a 
temperature-dependent first wavefront deviation to the radiation beam. 

The Examiner further states that Maruvarna discloses a phase structure of a material 
having temperature-dependent properties, the phase structure having the form of a plurality of 
annular areas forming a non-periodic pattern of optical paths of different temperature-dependent 
lengLhs in Fig. 1 C and Col. 1 , lines 66-67. The Applicants, respectfully, point out that the cited 
portion of Maruyama discloses a diffractive grating having a plurality of concentric ring-shacd 
steps. There is no disclosure or suggestion within Ma ruyama for a phase structure having a 
plurality of annular areas forming a nun-periodic patLem of optical paths of different, 
temperature-dependent lengths. 

The Examiner further states that Maruyama discloses that the optical paths form a second 
wavefront deviation compensating the temperature-dependent first wavefront deviation at Cnl. 1 , 
lines 10-1 7 and Col. 4, lines 5 1 -59. The Applicants, respectfully point out that Col 1 5 lines 1 0- 
1 7 of Mamvama discloses only that a plastic lens can have a disadvantage due to heat. Col. 4, 
lines 51-59 of Maruvarna discloses the refractive lens changes the spherical aberration in the 
overcollected direction with temperature increases and that the diffractive grating changes the 
spherical aberration in the under-corrected direction compensating for the change in the 
ovcrcorrected direction. Note, that there is no disclosure or suggestion of a non-periodic pattern 
of optical paths of different, Lemperature-dependent lengths that form a second wavefront 
deviation compensating for the first wavefront deviation. The changes discussed in Mq™!^? 
are strictly refractive and there is no disclosure or suggestion for a non-periodic pattern of optical 
paths of different temperature dependent lengths. 

Additionally., the Examiner states that Manryaina discloses that the annular areas each 
have a width measured radially from the optical axis in Fig. 1A and a consistent height measured 
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along the optical axis in Fig. 1 C. The Examiner states that the annular areas arc inherently 
measured radially from the optical axis. The Examiner further states that the height of each 
annular area measured in along the optical axis is consistent in die circumferential direction, lie 
Applicants must point out that this statement is clearly not true. The diffraction gratings shown 
in Fig. 1C ofMaruvama clearly do not have consistent heights as recites by rejected Claim 8. 
each of the diffraction gating within Mamvama have inconsistent heights measured along the 
optical axis. Therefore, the rejection of Claim 8 is respectfully, traversed. 

Regarding Claim 9, the Examiner states that Maruyama discloses that the differences 
between the optical paths are multiples of the wavelength of the radiation beam for at least one 
icmperalurc at Co1. 4, lines 63-64. The Applicant, respectfully, disagree. This portion of 
Mamvama disclose* that an additional optical pmh is added hy the attractive grating. Rejected 
Claim 4 defines subject mailer for differences in the optical nalhs that are formed from the phase 
Structure that are multiples ollhc wavelengih of the radiation beam. The function <D(b) that the 
Examiner refers to represents an optical path difference between an imaginary ray that is 
assumed not to be diffracted by the grating and an actual ray that is diffracted (see Col. 4, line67 
through Col. 5, line 4 of Maniya ma). There is no disclosure or suggestion so within Maruyama 
to create a phase structure with annular areas that arc optical paths formed that are multiples of 
Ihe wavelength of the radiation beam. Accordingly, ibis rejection is respectfully, traversed. 

Regarding Claim 1 0, the Examiner states that Maniyama discloses that the first 
wavefront deviation is spherical aberration at Col. 4, lines 51-53. The Applicant, respectfully, 
disagree. This portion of Maruvama discloses thai the refractive lens and the diffractive grating 
change existing spherical aberrations not that the objective system imparts a spherical aberration. 
Aca>nlingly, this rejection is, respectfully, traversed. 

Regarding Claim 12, the Examiner states that Mamvama discloses that the optical 
element is a lens at (Col. 1,linc9). Claim 12 depends from and further narrows and defines 
Claim 8. Therefore, since Claim 8 is believed to be allowable, Claim 12 is also believed u> be 
allowable. 

Regarding Claim 1 3, the Examiner states that Maruyama discloses that the optical 
clement and the compensator are integrated in a single element in Figs. 1 A-1B. Claim 13 
depends from and further narrows and defines Claim 8. Therefore, since Claim 8 is believed to 
be allowable, Claim 13 is also believed to be allowable. 
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Regarding Claim 14, the Examiner slates that Mamvama discloses that the optical system 
includes a difiractivesiructurt at CoL ljine 10. The Applicant respectfully points out that 
Claim 1 4 defines subject matter for a diffractive structure that is in addition to the phase structure 
defined by Claim 8. The recitation of Claim 14 does jsot define .subject matter whereto the phase 
structure is the diffractive structure. There are two separate elements recited by Claim 14, the 
phase structure of Claim 8 and the diffractive structure of Claim 14, the Examiner is using the 
same clement within Manrvam a to read on both phase structure and the diffractive structure; 
which is improper. To anticipate, each clement must be found wilhia the cited reference. The 
Final Office Action has attempted to use a single element to read on two separate elements. 
Therefore, this rejection is respectfully traversed. Alternatively, Claim 14 depends from and 
further narrows and defines Claim 8. Therefore, since CUurn 8 is believed to be allowable, 
Claim 13 is also believed to be allowable. 

Regarding Claims 15 and 18, the Examiner states that Manrvama discloses that the 
heights or the annular areas differ forming a step pattern proceeding radially from the optical 
axis at Fig. 1C ami Col. t, line65-Col. 2, line 1 . Claims 1 5 and 1 8 depend and further narrow 
and define Claims 1 and 8 from which they respectively depend. Therefore, since Claims 1 and 
8 is believed to be allowable, Claims 15 and 18 are also believed to be allowable. 

Regarding Claims 16 and 1 9, the Examiner states that Maruyama discloses that the 
widths of the annular areas are substantially greater than the heights in Fig. 1C. The Applicants, 
respectfully assert that the Examiner is reading subject matter imn M aruyama that is not 
disclosed. Fig. 1C provides no indication that the widths of the annular areas are substantially 
greater than the heights. The Applicants request that the Examiner indicate where there is any 
disclosure within the four comers of Maruya ma that the widths of the annular areas are 
substantially greater than the heights. The Applicants rcspectMy assert that Utere is no such 
disclosure. 

The Final Office Action rejects Claims 1-2, 4, 5 and 8-14 under the provisions of 
35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,590,708 Bl issued to Nakai 
et al. (hereinafter referred to as Nakjy fitsL)- The Applicants, respectfully, point out that 
the Final Office Action presents arguments that Claims IS, 17, 18 and 20 arc anticipated 
by Nakaietal . Accordingly, the Applicants view this rejection as being a rejection of 
Claims 1-2, 4, 5, 8-14, 15, 17, 18 and 20 under the provisions of 35 U.S.C. §l02(e) as 
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being anticipated by Nakai et at. The Examiner states that N^k^ctjd, discloses all the 
recited elements of the rejected claims. The Applicants, respuctf ally, disagree. Nakai el 
al discloses a plurality of diffracting surfaces while the rejected claims recite a phase 
structure. The phase structure made of the present invention recites recited as being 
formed of a materia] having temperature-dependent properties and resulting in a non- 
periodic pattern of optical paths for the radiation beam. The cited reference, Nakai et aL 
discloses a diffraction surface. T here is no disclosure, or suggestion within Nakai et ah 
for a phase structure as recited by the rejected claims. The dif&action grating taught by 
Nakai ct al is formed as a saw tooth pattern. The rejected claims recite a phase structure 
which is shown in Fig. 2 of the present application for invention as being more 
rectangular in shape. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully submit that even a very 
broad reading of Nakai ct al. docs not read on the rejected claims. 

Regarding Claim 1 , the Examiner states that Nakai et al. disclose the subject matter 
defined by rejected Claim 1 including a compensator with a phase structure of a material having 
temperature -dependent properties, the phase structure having the -form of a plurality of annular 
areas forming a non-periodic pattern of optical paths of different, temperature-dependent lengths, 
the optical paths forming a second wavefiont deviation compensating the temperature-dependent 
first wavefiont deviation at Fig. 4; Col I . line 25 and Col. 2, lines 22-29. The Applicants 
respectfully point out that Nakai ct al. disclose diftractive structures and not phase structures. 

The Examiner further states that Nakai et al. disclose annular areas that each have a width 
measured radially from the optical axis and a consistent heighL measured along the optical axis 
in Fig. 4, clement 2. The Applicants respectfully, assert that there is no disclosure or suggestion 
in r ig. the elements 2 have a consistent height measured along the optical axis. 

Regard Claim 2, the Examiner further states that Na kai el al. disclose that the optical 
system comprises an objective system imparting spherical aberration as the first wavettont 
deviation to the radiation beam at Col. 2, lines 27*28. The Applicants, respectfully, point out 
that Nakai et al disclose that the spherical aberration remains the same not that the objective 
system imparting spherical aberration as the first wavefiont deviation to the radiation beam as 
contended by the Examiner. Accordingly, this rejection is traversed. 

Regarding Claim 4, the Examiner further states that Nakai ct al. disclose that the 
differences between the optical paths are multiples of the wavelength of the radiation beam for at 
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least one temperature at Col. 3, lines 40-44. The Applicants, respectfully, point out that the 
equation on Col. 3, lines 40-44 of Nakai etal determines the depth of the diffraction grating 
along the optical axis. Rejected Claim 4 defines subject matter tor differences between flic 
optical paths. According, the Applicants submit that this rejection is not on point and it is, 
therefore, traversed. 

Regarding Claim 5, the Examiner further states that Nakai ct al. disclose that at least one 
of the multiples is equal to two or larger at Col, 3 r lines 40-44. The Applicants, respectfully, 
point out thai the equation on Col. 3, lines 40-44 of Nakai ct al. determines the depth of the 
diffraction grating along the optical axis. Rejected Claim 5 defines subject matter for differences 
between the optical paths being two or greater. According, the Applicants submit that this 
rejection is not on point and it is, therefore, traversed. 

Regarding Claim 8, the Examiner states thai Nakai el al. disclose the optical system 
defined by rejected Claim 8, the Applicants, respectfully disagree. The Examiner states that 
Nakai et al. disclose a phase structure of a material having temperature-dependent properties, the 
phase structure having the form of a plurality of annular areas forming a non-periodic pattern of 
optica] paths of different, temperature-dependent lengths, the optical paths forming a second 
wavefront deviation compensating the temperature-dependent first wavefront deviation at Kig, 4; 
Col. 1 , line 25; and Col. 2. lines 22-29, wherein the annular areas each have a width measured 
radially from the optical axis and a consistent height measured along the optical axis (l ? ig. 4, 
element 2). Each annular area has a consistent height measured along the optical axis in the 
circumferential direction. As previously stated with respect to Claim 1 > Nakai et al. do not 
disclose or suggest a phase structure, furthermore, Nakai etal. do not disclose or suggest a 
plurality of annular areas forming a non-periodic pattern of optical paths of diilerent, 
temperature-dependent lengths, the optical paths forming a second wavefront deviation 
compensating the temperature-dependent first wavefront deviation. Moreover, Nakai etal. do 
not disclose or suggest that each annular area has a consistent height measured along the optical 
axis in the circumferential direction- Accordingly, this rejection is, respectfully, traversed. 

Regarding Claim 9, the Examiner states that Nakai el al. disclose the differences between 
the optical paths are multiples of the wavelength of the radiation beam for at least one 
temperature at Col. 3, lines 40-44. The Applicants, respectfully, point out that, the equation on 
Col. 3, lines 40-44 of Nakai e^ aJ. determines the depth of the diffraction grating along the optical 
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axis. Rejected Claim 9 defines subject matter for differences between the optical paths being 
two or greater- According, the Applicants submit that this rejection is not on point and it is, 
therefore, traversed. 

Regarding Claim 1 0, the Kvaminer states that Nakai et al. disclose the first wavefiont 
deviation is spherical aberration at Col 2, lines 27-28. The Applicant would like to point out 
that Col. 2, lines 27-28 of Nabai et al. disclose that any spherical aberration remains constant not 
that a spherical aberration is imparted by an optical element as recited by Claim 10. Therefore, 
this rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Regarding Claim 1 1, the Examiner states that Nakai etaL disclose the first wavefmnt 
deviation is defocus at Col. 2, line 27. The Applicant would like to point out that Col. 2, line 27 
of Nakai et al, states that the diffraction surfaces maintain the focal point relative to temperature 
changes not that a defocus is imparted by an optical element as recited by Claim 1 1 . Therefore, 
this rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Regarding Claim 12, the Examiner states that Nakai etal. disclose the optical element is a 
lens at CoL 3, lines 15-26. Claim 12 depends from and further narrows and defines Claim 8, 
which as previously discussed is believed to be allowable. Therefore, Claim s 12 is believed to 
be allowable. 

Regarding Claim 13, the Examiner states that Nakai et al. disclose the optical clement 
and the compensator are integrated in a single element in Fig. 4. Claim 1 3 depends ih>m and 
further narrows and defines Claim 8, which as previously discussed is believed tn he allowable. 
Therefore, Claim s 13 is believed to be allowable. 

Regarding Claim 14, the Examiner states that Nakai et al. disclose the optical system 
includes a dillractive structure al CoL 3, lines 1 5-2fi r The recitation of Claim 14 does not define 
subject matter wherein the phase structure is the difiractivc structure. There arc two separate 
elements recited by Claim 14, the phase structure of Claim 8 and the diflraclive .structure of 
Claim 14, the Examiner is using the same element within Nakai etal. to read on both phase 
structure and the diflractjve structure; which is improper. To anticipate, each element must be 
found within the cited reference. The Final Office Action has attempted to use a single element 
to read on two separate elements. Therefore, this rejection is respectfully traversed. 
Alternatively, Claim 14 depends from and further narrows and defines Claim 8. Therefore, since 
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Claim 8 is believed to be allowahle, Claim 13 is also believed to be allowable. 

Regarding Claims 1 5 and 1 8, the Examiner states that NoValetal. disclose ihe heights of 
the annular areas differ forming a step pattern proceeding radially from the optical axis at Col. 7, 
lines 2-4. Claims 15 and 18 depend and Anther narrow and define Claims 1 and 8 from which 
they respectively depend. Therefore, since Claims 1 and 8 is believed to be allowable, Claims 15 
and 18 are also believed to be allowable. 

Regarding Claims 1 7 and 20, the Examiner admits that Nakni ctaL do got disclose the 
annular areas cause an integral number of 2n phase changes in the radiation beam. Therefore, 
Nalcaiet al. can not anticipate Claims 1 7 and 20 and this rejection is ttaversed. Alternatively. 
Claims 1 7 and 20 depend and further narrow and define Claims 1 and 8 from which they 
respectively depend. Therefore, since Claims 1 and 8 is believed to be allowable, Claims 17 and 
20 are also believed to be allowable. 

The Office Action rejects Claim 3 under the provisions of 35 U.S.C, § 103(a) as 
being obvious over Maruvama in view of U.S. Patent No. 6, 154,326 issued to Ueyanagi et al. 
(hereinafter referred to as Tlevanagi et aU . As previously discussed Maxuyjma does not disclose 
the subject matter of Claim 1, therefore, this rejection must fail and is accordingly, traversed. 
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Applicant is not aware of any additional patents, publications, or other 


information not previously submitted to the Patent and Trademark Office which would he 


In view of the foregoing amendment and remarks, the Applicant believes thai the 


present application is in condition for allowance, with such allowance being;, respcctftdly, 
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required under 37 C.F.R. 1 .99. 


requested. 




Serial No. 09/V1 4,092 
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